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ABSTRACT v 

' ' ' Certain aspects of. the dropout problem, specifically 

the relationships between certain characteristics of handicapped and 
nonhandipapped dropout populations, vere examined. A group of eight 
school districts which had special education projects funded through 
the Texas Education Agency participated in data collection of ^ 
de^mographic variables and interviews of dropouts. Results revealed 
several distinct differences between handicapped and nolihandicapped 
dropouts in' the sample* Of the characteristics of the handicapped 
group, three of the most distinct were fai^lure to ^make the 
junior-to-senior-hi^h-school transition, lack, of future plans, and 
more positive views of the educationcil system. Suggestions for 
utilizing these differences in educational jdecision ^making are mad^, 
including earlier identification of potential tdropoiits in order to 
provide ^remediation and/or interven'tion programs, and provision for 
exit counseling and career awareness for all dropouts. (KA) 
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This study wak^^ attempt tD'examine certain aspects of the diTopout problem 
a'nd" to'speci'f icallxy study the relationships between certain characteristics . 
withirr a handicapped arni non-handfcapped population. • „ 

. • ■. • ■ ... • . ; . . « • . 

A rfeview of the existing research as cohtained in educational' 1 iterature was 
undertaken which iden*tified characteristics common among secondary school drop-^ • . . 
outs/ described reasons given as .inf 1 uerttial in the decision to leave sqIiooI , / 
*and ^described those educational programs which have been used in other settings / 
for 'remediatiQn, retention, early identification, a^nd o'ther intervention approachj^s 
i'n dealing with the dropout problem. • . \ . J 

. Eight •'schbol districts -Which had special education projects funded tfit'ough the /• 
Texcts Education Agency agreed to 'participate irt: data coll ectioYi.- These districts 
reflected! a.' wide range Of the populatTon of the state of Te)<;as. Two of the 
schools w[ere suburUan schools, one with a middle class'population and one with 
a Jower; middle class population. One school was located *in rural «>northeast 
Texas, two were located in rural middl e Texas , .and one was, a rural southeast 
Texas school/ The remaining, school s consisted of an inner city high school and 
a high school Jocated in the valley region of Teicas in a town whi^h has a small 
university/ Although the population was not ran<fiomly selected, it is reflective 
of many s/:hool districts in Texas. Additional lyH it is also reflective of a 
more rural'population than is found in other studies of school drc^outs.^ The 
high proportion "df ']nner city school dropouts has tended to cause a conQentrar 
tion on urbah rather than rural subjects. - . 

Two limitatioris should be noted in a4dition to the nonrandom sample. Data col- 
lection was completed by "the individual fDroject staff members. Although ttie re- 
searchers provided a definition of the characteristics to identified and de- 
taited the procedures to be followed during on-site visits, diriect control over 
the.'actu^il data collection was .not'possible. 1 - - 

'Secondly, the actual number of dropouts in each district was not ava-ilable. The 
districts had difficulty in identifying accurate information Tor various reasons. 
Some of the reasons were lack of sckiool rbcords on dropouts and !on their subse- . 
quent activities, transfer students who m^y or may not'be attendirig school else- 
where, and srtudents who left school and then re-entered. However, all of the pro- 

^ject directors agreed that the school superintendent's report tq the Texas 
Education Agency did not reflect the true Inumber of dropouts, lihe actual iTici- 
dence. of dropouts was higher than this figure. Therefore, -the researchers have 
no way of deciding what size sample was.reflected Hiy the reported cases*. It 

^should be noted that the V^esear^iiers found that cons icferable incbnsistency in re- 
porting students who lef.t^ SGhQol ^during— the June 1 to August 3T fieriod existed. 
Unless a request" was made for records, the^ students were-^requeat ly not re- — — 
ported*as a school leSVer. ' ' ' ^ \y \ . 



Each of 
from May 
May 1976 



the 



eight school districts- wa'si: as^ked to [dentify all of their, dropouts 
976 through, April 1977.' . this identification, procedure was completed for 
ihrough January.: 1977^ ■and^th during the remaining ■ school , 



Several of the diStTjicts chose toNise ortly a ppri^i^n of their total dropout;., 
population because of Jack tof peraj>nnel available 



In. add.itiin to 22. demographic variables (See. Tabl e. J ) several projects agreed 
to/person4lly interview a number 6)f; dropouts using ff.-scheduled interview format. 
During the Interviews ^ .t asked.; j , , " . , * •. 

Tv iisJlth^re anythirjg the school cotild have done to make, your ■■ ■ 

'je^tving' more difficult?;;. • " - v \ ■ ^ ' ' . " ■ ' - i^-^- 

■•'•'2.- Mich s in school did ydu fee Uwe re most tipportant? ' 



di,d ■ -you . drop out o-f school ? 



! / 4. Attitude, questions directed toward possible intervention , • , 

• ' ' programs, school Rt'ograms, and school personnel,. 

A total of 237 individual^ropout cases were, obtained. Of the^e cases 111, 
or 47 percent, were identified as non-handicapped and 12€,..-.or 53 percent, were ^ 
identifited as handicapped. ^Learning discfeled or educ.able mentally retarded . 
accounted"" for the majority of the handicapping conditions. , . - ( 

X/ Although 237 cases were recorded, a*ll of the information on .each factor was not' 
available. Therefore, the number of respondents on each factor vacles^ Table 
I contains the percent. of ^otal responses of non-handicapped .and handicapped 
dropouts reported primarily from school records. ^ / i 

. ' ■ ■ ■ ■ ' •■■,[.,■ 
Some differences can be noted between the two groups.' There were more hanjdi- 
.;^>:: v^ males. The racial, classification-s were>relati¥^y eqlal . Marital status 

■ even. Age at exit tended tovbe is'liniW between, groups. The 

r't preval'ent age categories were 16, 17,,ji^and Most of tlie dropouts lei;t, . 

^'sGhool! in 10th or llth grade, although the|ban^^^^^ also. had a high numOer 

: Who left in 9th grade.. 



The number of days absent was 
high and 57% in senior high, 
occurrence of absenteeism. 



in excess of 15 for.45^^ of the sample in junigr 
^ both cases, the handicapped group- had a l€wger 
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I.Q." leve.T wets consj steftt with the 



population. Thi^^wo largest handicapping 

cohditlohs iiere edi^ l^etarded and learning disabled. The non- 

'handicapped group', however, had.a'number of students with I.Q. scopes under 90. 
Reading I'evsl estimates .were cens i stent \^/ith I.Q. scares. Eighty-two percent 
of the : handicapped group Were two ^ears behind- grade level iji reading. . The 
majority of 'the handicappfr^ group was below 10th grade placement. ..This indicated;., 
a failure of many of these student^ to make the transition from jun-ior .to s.enior - 
high sctiool., In the 'non-handi capped group the range of grade placement at ^it.' 
was more evenly distributed. '~. '-^ 

The number^of courses failed during, the last school year hard a fairly even distri- 
bution for \both groups. . However, 59% of the entire' po'pul ation failed five or 
more courses.' This in itself -may have been a major contribution in'the decision 
to/ leave school ' or in f^r'eventing reentry. ' _ 

The, home environment of, the two-'groups was relatively s'imilar. The ma-jority of 
parents Were not hrgh school ^gradua-tes themselves. Their occupat-ional pursuits 
tended to be in upskilled or semi-skil Ted jobs. A num-ber of the mothers were 
housewives. Generally family size was small, between 1 and 3 children. • -Economic 
status was mosf often ^estimated as low. However', 69% o/ tjie dropouts in this 
study jQome from families where both parents were present. ' 

,The descriptors on school environment showed a nyrtiber of differences 'between the 
non-handicapped' and handicapped grpups. Botti grbups= had large incidences of 
school . disciplinary records. , ' v 

When asked what the school could do f'o. retard schooV 1 eavin.g or tq facilitate 
reentry, the non-handicapped group answered "counseling" or "nothing". In 
contrast, the handicapped group requested placement ift^special programs ans jobs " 
as well as counseling. This may have been an indication of the, need for finan- / 
cially assisted job programs. ■* ' . , 

The future plans of the two groups differed. . The non-handica'pped group tended 
to have "some" plans for reenrollment* passing the 6.E.D. test or full-time ;. ' 
work most often cited. The handicapped group tended" to have "no" future pi ahs ,V - 
which appeared to indicate a needHtp ^i^ffer exit counseling to this group. En- 
rollment in vocational programs fbr both; 'grpups was. low. However, the handi- 
capped group did have the higher-poftipn: or enroll ees . - 

Table H contains the percent of Responses to, those questions" which were specific 
. to the interviews. ^ Approximately 50 interviews were conducted vTith dropouts. 
These interviews were, in addition to the above listed variables obtained from 
school records. Although all interviews were not" complete, all possible re- 
. sponses were used. A greater number of handicapped than non-handicapped students 
were interviewed-. These questions , centered on attitudinaT type data and on pro- 
grams that schools might insti tute-^f or dropout- prevent ion . 



/Concerning; d>ass subjects, niath and vocational courses were listed as^ the riiost 
1mportant/b;y/the handicapped group while'math ajpd sociaV studies were' listed 
as ttie npbst important by the nbn-handicapped group. In opposition the handi- ' 
capped ^rpUp listed math as th^e most disliked gubject while. English and math 
were listed excVusively by the noji-handicapped gro,up. v ' 

.The responses, to the question -of what the school does best is different for 
the two groups. The main' idea given by the non-handicapped group is help jn 
finding employment. The handicapped group was more aware of the teaching/learn- 
ing' process. Voca.tional education was also listed as a need. Ninety- two per- 
cent of the respondents desired more vocational trainj/ig and placement. f 

^The need -for vocational programs was also reflected in the responses to "what 
the school could do to make leaving more difficult." The non-handicapped/ 

' responses were in two are'as only - extra help with school work and job place- * 
:ment: The . handicapped group responded in the areas of teacher interest, / possi - 
bilities Qf alternate graduation plans, and vocational placement. This ^was re- 

-flected in the responses to teacher and principal ' s attitudes'. The fnajority of 
responses for tdacher,s were in "hard to talk to" or "unconcer^ned. " Only 26% . . 
.of the total sample yiewed the te^'cher as *'h'elpful ," with the majority ^bf these 
responses ^from the handicappjed group. Principals were viewed more positively, 
with 55% (ff th6 total responses in the '"helpful" category. / ' ^ / 

. . . ■ ■ ■ ■ . _ - •■ 

;The last question .concerned the reasons given for dropping out of' schocrl . These 
reasons were fairly parallel for the two groups. - The non-handicapped /group 
respehded most often that * ful 1 -time empl oyment' was the major reason for leaving 
school* . The handicapped group responded in the financial need categories. 
Although these responses were not identical, they did reflect similar financial 
need. Both groups desired employri^ent, but the non-handicapped group seemed more 
aware of job placement than did t^e handi(?apped group. This was another support 
far the needs of the handicapped in the areas of exit counseling and. vocational 
placement. ' ^ 

In conclusion, .several distinct differences between handicapped and non-handi- ; 
capped dropouts in this sample were noted. Three>3f the most distinct charac- - 
teristics of the handicapped group were failure to make the junior senior 
high schgol transition. Tack of future plans, arid- more positive vielSts of the 
educa'^ional system: ' ^ - .- 

These differences can be'used in educational decision making in a number of ways 
First, there is a need/for earlier identification of potential dropouts in order 
to provide remediati.on:^and/or intervention programs. Second, provision for 
exit counseling and career awareness is needed by all dropouts. However, the 
need appears to be more acute for the' handicapped. Lastly, there are growing 
pressures as a result of court decisions and'federal statutes to provide suitabT 
educational programs for the attainment of minimal Vadult functional skills to 
alT; citizens desj ring themNthrough age 21. -* 

'Additional Information on the entiVe research study can be obtained from: „ 
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Dr. Norris D. Fox 

Center for^Research and Evaluation 
College of Education 
North Texas 'State University 
' . Denton, Texas 76203 ' 
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TABLE l: . 

PERCENT .OF RESl'ONSES ON SCHOOL RECORD INFORMATION 



ITEM 



NON 



-HANDI 



ITEM 



/. 



NOl^ HAI 



Sex - Male 

, . Female 

, Race - lihite . 

;S ' Black . , 

Mexican 
, ' ■. ' ■ American 

M^frried - Yes • 

, / ■ ■ No . . 

... ^ 

Age at exit- wb- 14 

■ JK5 - 
16 ^ 
' 17 ' . 

: is' 

Grade at exit-15j^^ 
11 
10 : 
■9' ■: 

1 ■ ; , 9- ■■ 

Regularity of- 0 
attendance - 1-4 ^ 
junior high 5-10: 
(No., of days 10-15 
absent) 15+ 

' ■ 

'i'^'Regularity; of- 0 
f attendance; , t-4 • 
/ high school 5-10 
: (No. of days 'lto-15 
absent) 15+, 

I.Q. - 45-70 
. 71-89 . 

90-110 
" 110+ 

Grade place- 
ment - 12 

ii • ' 

10 " 
. — 



8 



24 



21 
3 

18 

11 

11 

1 

3 
12 
13; 
11 • 

■A - 

6 
12 
15 
10 

1 

3 
29 

9 

2 
15 

4 
7 

11 ' 
2 
24 

2 
14 
17 

4 



0 

-6- 
12 



35 



21 

"7 

30 

•15 
31^ 

4 

7 
13 
17^- 
11 

3 



2 
12 
17 
18 

7 

2 

. 5 
'4 
1 

30 

3 
7 
5 
4 
33 

20 
23 
17 
3 
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Years below grade- 1. 0-2.0 < 


; 3 


8' 


levelj^ reading ,2.1-3.9 


1 . 


21- 


""'^ 6 0' 




61 


, iNUiTiDer ■ oi, courses ± . . - 


^ 7 


7 


failed during last 2 


2 


5 ■ 


yr . .3 




3- 


A ■ • " 




8 








nignes L gr aae Jt acner ~ ±u 


7 


17: 


11 ■. 


20 . 


12 


... ' 12 


14 ' 


\.l 




7 ■ 


7 * 


^miskilled 


2^ 


34 


— ' . . Skilled. 


8 


9- 


Professional 


1- 


4 


C\n n\ rrt a t* ^ /^n xucx t" V»o i* — Tin G Ir 1 1 1 o r1 


' * Oi\ * 


2 






16 


Skilled 


1 


3 


Housewife 


• '28 


42 


Ofhpr 


0 


3 


Pupil living arrange-Both pairents 


35 


34 


ment Mother 


2 


12 


* "Pa ^"ho'r^' •- 


■-7 

1 


8 


Number of siblings vW^ri^ ■ 


1 




at homff 0 


1 


!■ 12 


■•- - 1 . " ■■■■■■■ ■■•^ 


9 


28 


' ■ 2 ■ ■ V . 


14 


16 


^ .3 or more 


.....5 


15 


Economic status - Low 


, 27 


44 


. Middle ,y 


12 


12 


High ' , - , 

■ » , ' ■ • 


i 1 


4 


Discipline record - Yes 


16 


.34 


, . No ■ 


22 


28 

4 



s , 



J- 



■■// 



mi 



■ ■ \ . , TABLE. I (CONT'D) ■; " , 

PERCENT, OF RESPONSES. ON SCHOOL RECORD INFORMATION* 



NON HANDI 



' ■^iiiiijli "re-eiater-Special Placement . ' 1 
Vai^^pl if help^elp find Job ' 0 

i'^fe 'given Part-time schooling 0 
■in: ... • Day Carji for Child 

' ■ Re-enroll 
Counseling 
, " Parental Problems 



None 



1 
5 
12 
0 
16 



19. 
.1,5" 
15 
0- 
1 

,22 
6 



Future^ plans - Re-enroll 
J G.E.D.;- 
' Work 

Military 
^ Jot) Corp 



5 
14 
15 
1 
1 



. Vocational Training 5 



' • Marriage 
None 

Parents contacted - Yes 
. - No 

Enrolled in Voca- Yes 
tional. Program? No 



0 
.10 

26 
6 

1 
17 



1 
0 

■ 5 \ 

:i 
1 
1 
1 

40 

67 * 
' 1 

, 13 ■ 
69 
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ITEM 



E ii iji. 

I ' II:. 



P.ERCENt 'oF FREQUENCY' FDR InJtEEVIEW RESPONSES ■ 



ANSWER- 



•/ 7.'. OF TOTAL 
• -NONIHANDl/CAPPtD , flASDICAPPED 



i/ Beist' thing school does. 

" Should more ' vocational v 
'/^dufcatlon be offered? 

. 'Teftchers attitudes 



. Principal's atititude 



) is there anything sTchool 
coujd hkve done to make 
Vyout* leaving difficult?. 



School sub j ect s most 
important . ' , - 



Why did yo u drop, oiit of 
school? 



Meet other pe'ople 
Tedch"*reading • - 
Help in finding' jobs 
Teach ' ■ • ■ ! ■ 



Yes 
No . 



-5 

- 5 . ' 

,9/ .r.-v'^. 



ifeipfui;; : : . . . 

I^Hard ,tW)^talk . to 
Unconcerned . ' 
Don:' t / know 

llelpiiil ' . . 
Hard to talk to' 
Unconcerned , i * 



Teachers interested 
Extra help with •school, work 
Fewer subjects, and graduate 
in 3 years • - . ^ 

\ Work in school where\could 
eatn monfey ' ; 
Take more classes and 
^graduate sooner * 

Vocational 

■■Math' ' 

English ; , , 

Social Studiejs 
Business 

Physical education 
Sciences 

Support my family ^ , 
Want a car . • ' 
/- Get married. 
5ob of fer" 

School uninteresting^.. 
Problems with teacher/ 

principal' , 
Subjects difficult' and had 
nothing to do with what ^ 
I wanted- 



:^ 
15 
3 
12 

■■.'■■3; 
,3\ 

3 ^ 

}■ i 
■5: 
li^ 
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Teacherfe punished me for 

what others did 
Couldn't afford school 



23,. 

0 
10 



. 5 ' 
12 • 
. 5 

. 

/2Q,. 
/ 26 

10,y ' • 

■ 32' ■ 
18: 

15 
'6 



-< 



41 ■ 

'25' 
21:f' 
12 ' 

3- 

0 

^ . 
18 . 

2 
■ 5' 

3, 

3 

11 



0' 



2 

. 11 
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■, '•. - TABLE II (CONT'D) ' 

f : ■ • • : : " • ■, ■' * ,■ ' . . ' ' ■ ■ • 

'.•PERCENT OF FKEQUENGY FOR INTERVIEW RESPONSES 



•1'. . . ' ■■^ 



What . ^Siibj ec ts didn* t 



answer: 



, , %.pF TOTAL '.'^l 
..T^ONHANBICAPPED. "'^^^ 



Vpijational 
Math 
English 



,0 : 

24- 

'24 ■ ' 
vO . 



3 3 . 
5 . 

•]9 ■■■ 




I 
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